
October 5 2000 

Dear Stakeholder 

The Rocky Flats Cleanup Agreement (RFCA) Stakeholder Focus Group will meet at the 
Broomfield Murucipal Center at One DesCombes Drive on October 11 2000 from 4 30 
to 6 30 p m A technical discussion meetlng will be held m the Bal Swan room at the 
Broomfield Murucipal Center from 3 00 to 4 15 p m The Focus Group meeting will be 
held in the Bal Swan and Zangs Spur rooms We will continue our discussion of 
remediation strategies for the 903 pad by addressing the evaluation criteria from the 
matrix - getting to specifics The agenda for the October 11 meeting is enclosed 
(Attachment A) 

The meeting minutes from the September 27 2000 RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group are 
enclosed (Attachment B) Also enclosed are the following background materials 
requested by the Focus Group at the September 27 2000 meetmg or identified by the 
RFCA Parties 

Defirution of Waters of the State (CDPHE Attachment C) 
Analysis of the Focus Group Evaluation Matrix Exercise (Hodgm Attachment D) 
Draft Memo Public Process for RSALs (Karpatkin Attachment E) 

You are encouraged to attend the technical discussion session for these matenals that 
will occur in the Bal Swan room at the Broomfield Municipal Center from 3 00 to 4 15 
p m on September 27 2000 We will have subject matter experts available to answer 
any questions on the packet information 

Also the RFCA agencies will provide information concerrung the Radioactive Soil 
Action Levels (RSALs) review process at the techrucal meeting 

Please come to the October 11 2000 meeting prepared to discuss your views on the 
evaluation criteria from the evaluation matrix and how they should be applied Please 
rnclude in your thinkmg 

(Over) 
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Which evaluation criteria should be objective and measurable (e g 
Water Quality Standard On site ) and which should be more subjective (e g 
perhaps Commuruty Acceptance ) 
For objective and measurable criteria whch ones should have thresholds or levels 
that should be protected (the water quality standard is an example) and which ones 
should involve a relative comparison from alternative to alternative (wch as 
perhaps Reduction of Toxicity Volume and Mobility ) 
For subjective criteria how should the criteria be addressed so that alternatives can 
be evaluated (for instance how should Commuruty Acceptance be gauged?) 
For all criteria what speclfic informahon should be gathered rn order to conduct the 
evaluation who should gather the dormation and how should it be reviewed 

Meet Surface 

If you need additional information to prepare you for the Focus Group discussion on 
October 11 please contact the subject matter experts listed in the packet or call 
Christine Bennett of AlphaTRAC Inc at 303 428 5670 (cbennettaalphatrac com) 
Christine will help to find the appropriate resource for you 

Please visit the WETS RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group website at www rfets LOV and 
click on Stakeholder Focus Group to access background informahon meetrng minutes 
etc electronically You may call either Christine or me if you have any questions 
comments or suggestions concerning the RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group or the 
upcoming meeting 

Sincerely 

C ReedHodgin CCM 
Facilitator / Process Manager 

AlphaTRAC Inc 
7299 10llCvrLtr doc 



RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group 
Meeting Agenda 

When October 11,2000,4 30 - 6 30 p m 

Where Broomfield Municipal Hall, Bal Swan and Zang's 
Spur Rooms 

4 30 Introductions and Agenda Review 

4 40 Recovery and Revegetation After the Hanford Fire - Mary Harlow 

4 50 Presentation and Discussion of Path Forward for RFCA Stakeholder 
Focus Group - RFCA Agencies 

5 05 Report Back from RFCA Agencies on Influence of Focus Group on 
Decision Makmg - RFCA Agencies 

5 20 Group Discussion of Evaluation Criteria from Matrix - Gettmg to 
Specifics - Focus Group 

6 10 Topics for Upcommg Meetings 

6 20 RSAL Update (DOE EPA CDPHE) 

630 Adjourn 

3 

I 
AlphaTRAC Inc 
7299 lMlAgenda 
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PRELIMINARY QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS 

BY THE ROCKY FLATS CLEANUP AGREEMENT STAKEHOLDER 
FOCUS GROUP 

OF 

ALTERNATIVES FOR REMEDIATION OF THE 903 PAD AREA AT 
THE ROCKY FLATS ENVIRONMENTAL TECHNOLOGY SITE 

C Reed Hodgn Facilitator 
AlphaTRAC Lnc 

October 5 2000 
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Preliminary Qualitative Analysis of Alternatives for Remediahon of the 903 Pad Area 

INTRODUCTION 

This document presents the results of an exercise conducted by the Rocky Flats Cleanup 
Agreement (RFCA) Stakeholder Focus Group to evaluate example remediation ophons 
for the 903 Pad Area at the Rocky Flats Environmental Technology Site (RFETS) The 
analysis was conducted to identlfy areas of agreement and disagreement among the 
members of the Focus Group and between the Focus Group and the RFCA -tgencies 
The exercise also served to identlfy areas m whch sigruficant queshons must be 
answered before a remediation approach can be selected The results wdl be used to 
identdy issues for detailed exammation by the Focus Group and to priontize its 
discussion topics 

The evaluation exercise was conducted at a very early stage m the decision makmg 
process when only llrmted informahon about evaluahon cnteria and potential 
alternatives was available Thus the results are prelimmary and for discussion only 
The results do not represent comrmtments declsions or final opimons of either the 
Focus Group members or the participahng agencies 

The direct products of the exercise - preliminary evaluations of remediation alternatives 
by RFCA agencies and Focus Group Members - are presented m tlus report Also 
provided is a subjechve analysis of the implicahons of the evaluations conducted by the 
Focus Group facilitator 

BACKGROUND 

The RFCA has been established to provide a regulatory framework for the cleanup of 
the RFETS The RFCA represents a regulatorily enforceable commitment among the U 
S Department of Energy (DOE) the U S Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and 
the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) 

The RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group was formed by the three RFCA agencies to 
provide early and continumg mput to the cleanup decisionmalung process by 
interested members of the community surrounding RFETS 

The purpose of the RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group 1s for the RFCA parties to work 
collaboratively with the commumty to discuss the wide range of environmental cleanup 
achons and decisions needed to safely close Rocky Flats The Focus Group addresses 
issues hohsbcally exploring the imphcations and mterrelationshps among issues 
provides a focal pomt for m depth discussion of speclfic decision documents and 
provides a forum for commurucation and lnformation sharing between and among the 
agencies and the public 

RFCA Stakeholder 
Focus Group 

P 2  Rev 0 10/5/00 



Preliminary Qualitatwe Analysis of Alternatwes for Remediatxon of the 903 Pad Area 

The RFCA Stakeholder Focus Group is not a decision making body - no votes are 
taken and consensus is not an objective Rather the Focus Group serves as a forum to 
bring issues before the commumty early m the process of options evaluahon and 
decision formulation Tlus allows the community to partmpate directly m the policy 
forming dialog with the RFCA parties Pubhc mput to cleanup decisions wdl thus 
contribute to and help formulate these decisions throughout the process rather than m 
the tradition of review and comment after decisions are drafted 

The Stakeholder Focus Group is mtended to pmcipally involve members of the 
interested public that are techrucally knowledgeable and prepared to devote su bstanhal 
time to ths  process The Stakeholder Focus Group is not intended as a mechimsm to 
reach out to the broad pubhc or sohcit broad pubhc mput on these issues The RFCA 
Parties wdl use other existmg or new mechamsms to acheve h s  broader pubhc mput 
on RFCA decisions 

EVALUATION OF REMEDIATION STRATEGIES FOR THE 903 PAD 
AREA 

The evaluation exercise conducted by the Focus Group was part of a dlscussion aimed 
at helping the RFCA parties choose the right strategy for cleamg up the 903 Pad area 
Two key issues associated with tlus strategy are water quality protection approaches 
to meet the Surface Water Quality Standard and risk reduction the Radioactive Sod 
Action Levels (RSALs) Seven overall steps were m the Focus Group process for 
crafting the strategy (Figure 1) To tlus pomt m their hscussion the Focus Group had 
defined the problem to be remediated (Plutomum and Americium contamination m the 
903 Pad area) They had also worked to understand the imphcahons of the problem 
(increased health risk from radiation dose and impacts on surface water quality) The 
Focus Group had also worked with the RFCA agencies to define the objectives of 
remediation (maintain health risk at acceptable levels and meet the surface water 
standard onsite and offsite) The evaluation exercise was part of the Focus Group 
activity to identlfy alternahves define strateges and to evaluate those strategiec, 

THE EVALUATION EXERCISE 

DOE nuhated the exercise at the September 13 2000 Focus Group Meeting by 
presenting to the group the idea of an evaluation matrix for use m qualitahve 
evaluahon of cleanup alternahves for the 903 Pad area Evaluahon critena were hsted 
as columns in the matrix and were extensions of the mne remedy evaluation cnteria 
speclfied m the Comprehensive Environmental Restorahon Cleanup and Liabdity Act 
(CERCLA) Alternahve cleanup strateges were listed as rows in the matrix DOE 

RFCA Stakeholder 
Focus Group 
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Preliminary Qualitatwe Analysis of Alternatwes for Remediahon of the 903 Pad Area 

Define the Understand the Define the 
Problem to Implications of ). Objectives of 

Evaluate Alternatives 
Alternatives ' And Define 

Identify 
Interrelationships 
And Constraints 

Alternative 1 Choose 1 
Figure 1 The Process Followed by the Focus Group m Evaluabng Cleanup Stratepes 
for the 903 Pad Area 

presented four boundmg cleanup alternahves as examples m its analysis Each box m 
the matrix was filled with an arrow to qualitabvely mdicate the expected success for 
each alternative to sabsfy each evaluabon criterion 

Following DOES presentation the members of the Focus Group conducted a 
acbvity to idenhfy additional alternabves for discussion, determne 

addibonal evaluation critena to apply to the alternatives and to conduct their own 
irutial quahtative evaluabon of the alternatives 

homework 

RESULTS OF THE EVALUATION EXERCISE 

The Focus Group met to combine its results at its September 27 2000 meebng There 
were some reservations about combirung and presenting the results of the members 
analyses Members expressed concern that their answers would represent 
commitments and that the answers would be used out of context at later times The 
representatives of the RFCA agencies emphasized that the inputs to tkus exercse would 
be considered prelimnary for discussion only and would not be used out of context 
or construed as commitments from the members They further stated that the 
agencies evaluations were also prelimmry for dlscussion only and also &d not 
represent commitments Some members also expressed concern that the exercise was 

RFCA Stakeholder 
Focus Group 
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Surface Water Standards at Other States with DOE Facilities 

Idaho Department of Environmental Quality requirements which by statute cannot be more stnngent than 
any federal standards 
1) General Surface Water Quality Cntena 
IDAPA 58 01 02 200 04 Radoactive matenals or radioachvity shall not exceed the values listed in CFR 
10 Part 20 Chapter 1 App B Table 2 Effluent concentrations Column 2 

Am 241 2E 8 uCdml (20 p C L )  
Pu 238 239 240 2E 8 uCdml (20 pCi/L) 
U 233 234 235 238 3E 7 uCdml (300 pCdL) 

2) 
IDAPA 58 01 02 252 01 a Rahoactive matenals or rahoactivity not to exceed concentrahons specified in 
Idaho Department of Environmental Quality Rules IDAPA 58 01 08 Rules Governing Public Drinkmg 
Water Systems This rule references 40 CFR Part 141 15 and 16 (MCLs) 

Surface Water Quality Cntena for Water Supply Use Designauon 

[no radionuclides of interest at RFETS have established MCLs] 

DOE Idaho has the following surface water alert levels from DOE Order 5400 5 These Alert Levels 
are 254  of the Denved Concentrahon Guide (DCGs) for specific nuclides 

Am 241 8E 9 uCi/ml 
Pu 238 2E 7 uCi/ml (200 pCi/L) 
Pu 239/240 8E 9 uWml (8 pCi/L) 
Total U 2E 7 uCi/ml (200 pCi/L) 

(8 pCi/L) 

Nevada 

Nevada has no surface water standards for radionuclides 

Ohio does not have any state wide standards for radionuclides since the pnmary sites of interest were 
never regulated under NPDES permits because of the AEA exclusion Cleanup numbers for surface water 
have been established at Fernald though These are the standards the site must reach when remediation is 
complete They are based on human nsk to exposure at an interrmttent stream in an undeveloped park 
scenano 

Pu 238 210 pcdL 
Pu 239 200 pCdL 

Ra 228 + D 47 pcdL 
Ra 226 + D 38 pCdL 

U 530 mg/L 

Tennessee 



The Tennessee Water Quality Control Act of 1977 (amended 1987) does not have quantitabve surface 
water quality standards for radionuclides That Act does have language to the effect that it is unlawful to 
cause the alterahon of physical chemcal radiological biological or bactenological properties of any 
waters of the state without a valid p e m t  There is also some genenc toxicity language that could be 
applicable to ra&onuclide contammation of surface waters The only language that affects soil cleanup is 
for waters of the State that do not meet the identified usage (1 e irngation agncultural recreational et ) 
due to non point source or run off of radionuclides 

Washinclton 

No surface water standards for radionuclides are applied in Washington The State of 
Washington Department of Health has dnnking water quality standards for radionuclides which 
are based on Maximum Contamrnant Levels (MCLs) These are applied at the 29 facilities 
licensed by the state which do not include DOE facilities 





ER Decision Matrix 
DRAFT 

poc John Corsi (303) 966 6526 

Informal Start Drafting Begm Formal End Final 
Process Document Comment Comment Document 

Period Penod 

RSALs 

Complete Start 

Action levels are numenc levels that when exceeded tngger an evaluation remedial action andor management action 
Action levels apply to soil surface water and ground water Acbon levels do not determine what specific action is appropnate 
Specific remedial and/or management actions will be decided through a process prescnbed by the Rocky Flats Cleanup 
Agreement (RFCA) and environmental laws that apply to soil cleanup projects 

Informal 
Process 

8/00 

Complete 
Start Draftmg Begm Formal End Final 
Document Comment Comment Document 

Penod Penod 

1/02 6/02 8/02 9/02 9/03 

I 3/00 I 10/00 I 5/01 I 7/01 I 8/01 I NA I 
This schedule reflects this years annual review of RSALs as required by RFCA This review is of greater depth and scope 
than past reviews in part to incorporate the work of the RSAL OP and to ensure that these RSALs are used for the remediation 
of the 903 pad RFCA requires annual reviews each year until site closure and through the five year CERCLA rewew process 
as well 

Key questionshues to be resolved 

9 What RSAL is  protective of human health and enwronment? 
9 Should an anticipated future land use beyond the land uses descnbed in RFCA be evaluated? 
9 What regulatory framework should be used (What is the AFUR? What model to use?) 
9 Whether and how a catastrophic events (e g fire drought) shouldcould be considered3 
9 What i s  the value or distnbuhon for key parameters for RSAL calculations (e g air resuspension) 

903 Pad 

The 903 Pad Closure Project includes the 903 Pad Drum Storage Area (903 Pad) the 903 Lip Area and the Amencium Zone 
where soils have been impacted from the outdoor storage of 5 237 drums A decision document will be prepared to identify 
appropnate cleanup levels protective of human health of future land users and to meet surface water standards on and off Site 

Schedule* 

Key questionshssues to be resolved 

9 Will source removal to the selected RSAL alone achieve protechon of surface water quality? 
9 Will additional source removal beyond the RSAL achieve protechon of surface water quality? 
9 If source removal alone cannot achieve surface water quality what engmeered bamers wll help achieve protechon 

of surface water quality? 
9 How do we balance protection of future land users workers surface water quality and ecosystems in the short and 

long term? 
9 How wll  long term stewardship issues influence remedy selection3 

DRAFT 
Rev 0 10/10/00 

"Th tzm tab1 jl t th  ch d I f d lop g t h  t m d  d cum t u d RFCA AI1 f t h  d ns ew bl ntth 
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ER RSOP 

Info mal 
Process 

10/00 

This RSOP is the decision document for routine soil and groundwater remediation at RFETS It will address remediahon of 
soil and associated debns at all Indindual Hazardous Substance Sites (IHSSs) Potential Areas o f  Concern (PACs) and Under 
Building Contamination (UBC) documented via the Histoncal Release Report process o f  RFCA as well as the remedial 
decision for subsurface contaminant plumes This RSOP does not address non routine actions such as closure o f  the Present 
Landfill Onginal Landfill Solar Evaporation Ponds final Site configuration or the design for groundwater remediation 
systems The regulators approve the RSOP only once Initlal approval o f  an RSOP will be accomplished through the IM/IRA 
process (RFCA 725(bo)) 

Complete 
Start D afting Beg n Fo mal End F nal 
Document Comment Comment Document Start 

Penod Per od 

9/00 11/00 1/01 1/01 NA 

Schedule* 

Informal 
D ument Comment 

Penod 

Key questionslIssues to be resolved 

9 What are the appropnate cleanup levels” (ARARs?) + Will deep subsurface soil contamination require removal if there is  no exposure pathway’? 
9 What are the remedial acbon objectwes for surface soil subsurface soil and groundwater” 

Soil ManaPement RSOP 

The management and disposition o f  remediation soil investigation denved matenal excavated soil and sediment at the Rocky 
Flats has been conducted under vanous regulatory authonties This has lead to inefficiencies and differences in handling 
management and disposition o f  soil The purpose o f  this RSOP is to streamline the charactenzation management and 
disposition o f  all disturbed soil at RFETS into a single process designed to protect public health and the environment 
regardless o f  why it was disturbed or excavated 

Schedule* 

Key questionshssues to be resolved 

9 How do RSALs apply to soil disturbance projects around the Site? 
9 Should the put back level approach in RFCA Attachment 5 ALF be applied to all disturbed soil on site? 
9 Can soils from charactenzation and construchon achwties be returned to the point of ongm and be remediated and 

disposihoned appropriately mth the IHSS from which it was generated? 

DRAFT 
Rev 0 10/10/00 
“Th trn t bl jl t th h d  l e f  d I p  g t h  tenmd a o d cum t de RFCA All fthes dec onsa mew ble tthe 
f alR d f D  o 



Industnal Area SamplinP Analvsis Plan (IA SAP) 

Informal Start Drafting 
Process Document 

SAPs are required to support pre remedial charactenzation waste volume calculations waste charactenzation confirmation of 
cleanup and the Comprehensive h s k  Assessment The IA SAP descnbes the surface and subsurface soil sampling to support 
these objectives in the IA Operable Unit 

Remediahon 
Complete 

Begm Formal End Final 
Comment Comment Document 
Penod Penod 

Informal Start Draftmg 
Process Document 

7/00 I 10/w I NA I NA I 12/00 

Complete 
Begin Formal End Final 
Comment Comment Document 
Penod Period 

Key questionshsues to be resolved 

> What sampling methodology and approach should be used for the industrial area” 
> How many samples are sufficient for preremedial charactenzahon and post remedial confirmation” 
> How many samples are necessary to support the Comprehensive h s k  Assessment (CRA) and delisting from the 

NPL” 

Buffer Zone Sarndinp Analvsis Plan (BZ SAP) 

SAPs are required to support pre remedial charactenzation waste volume calculations waste charactenzation venfication of 
cleanup and the Comprehensive h s k  Assessment The BZSAP descnbes the surface and subsurface soil sampling to support 
these objectives in the Buffer Zone 

Schedule* 

I 1210 I 10100 I NA I NA I 3/01 1 

Key questionshssues to be resolved 

9 What sampling methodology and approach should be used for the buffer zone” 
9 How many samples are sufficient for preremedial characteruahon and post remedial confirmation’ 
> How many samples are necessary to support the comprehensive Risk Assessment (CRA) and dehstmg from the 

NPL’ 

DRAFT 
Rev 0 10/10/00 
*These t metables reflect the schedule fo developr g th 
f alR d fD 

te m dec s on documents unde RFCA AN of these dec s om are reviewable at the 



Present Landfill Remediation Proiect 

Informal 
P ocess 

The Present Landfill encompasses approximately thirty acres in the northwest Buffer Zone area and contains SIX additional 
IHSSs and PACs within its boundary The six additional IHSSs and PACs have been proposed as no further action The 
Present Landfill was operated from 1968 through 1998 and is identified as an intenm status unit under RCRA The landfill 
received hazardous waste in the past and is required to be closed under the provisions of RFCA Attachment 10 The presumed 
remedial action for the Present Landfill is closure by an engineered cap Post closure monitonng and cap maintenance wll  be 
required 

Complete 
Start Drafting Begm Formal End Final 
Document Comment Comment Document 

Penod Penod 

Informal 
Process 

10100 I 10/01 I 7/02 I 9/02 I 10/02 I 1/04 I 12/04 

Remediahon Project 
Start Complete 

Start Draft ng Begin Formal End Final 
Document Comment Comment Document 

Penod Per od 

Key questlonsnssues to be resolved 

10/00 

9 Is the presumptwe remedy of using a cover or cap appropnate9 
9 If a cap is appropnate what type of cap should be used (e g RCRA cap evapotranspirahon cap) 
P If cap is not appropriate what other remedy is protectwe9 

10/01 8/02 9/02 10102 11/02 6/05 

Orimnal Landfill Remediahon Proiect 

The Onginal Landfill encompasses approximately 20 acres in the southwest Buffer Zone area and contains an additional IHSS 
The landfill operated from 1952 to 1968 and received approximately 2 million cubic feet of general plant wastes including 
solvents paints and pesticides Records indicate that the landfill also received quantities of depleted uranium The Onginal 
Landfill is not a RCRA unit Remedial options include closure by a cap cover or excavation 

Key questionslIssues to be resolved 

9 What is the appropriate remedy to protect human health and meet the surface water standards consistent with 
RFCA and CERCLA” 

9 If a cap IS appropnate what type of cap should be used (e g RCRA cap evapotranspiration cap)’ 
9 If cap is not appropriate what other remedy is protectwe9 

DRAFT 
Rev 0 10/10/00 
*Th e t m  t bl ejlectth h d  I f d e e l p  g th  t n m d  docum t d RFCA Allofth d o m a  e mewable t th 
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Solar Ponds Remediahon Proiect 

Informal Start Drafting 
Process Document 

1 o/oo 4/02 

The Solar Evaporation Ponds (SEP) encompass approximately 12 acres in the northeastern quadrant of the Industrial Area 
constructed and operated from 1953 to 1986 The ponds received low level radioactive wastes contaminated with high levels of 
nitrate The SEP is identified as a RCRA intenm status unit and is required to be closed under the provisions of RFCA 
Attachment 10 The RFCA presumed remedial action for the SEP is closure by an engineered cap Post closure nionitonng and 
cap maintenance will be required 

Complete 
Begm Formal End Final 
Comment Comment Document 
Penod Penod 

2/03 3/03 4/03 8/03 

Schedule* 

Informal 
Process 

8/00 

Complete 
Start Drafbng Begm Formal End Final 
Document Comment Comment Document 

Period Penod 

2/01 4/02 6/02 6/03 NA 

Key questionsDssues to be resolved 

9 Is the presumphve remedy of using a cover or cap appropnate? 
9 If a cap is appropnate what type of cap should be used (e g RCRA cap evapotranspirahon cap)? 
9 If cap is not appropnate what other remedy is  protechve? 

RFCA IntegratmP: Decision Document (RIDD) 

The RIDD IS a RFCA decision document that integrates necessary response (accelerated) actions and other cntical closure 
issues and decisions to achieve the final site condition in one document The RIDD prowdes the framework strategy and 
decisions necessary to complete the Site remediation under RFCA and support the final CAD/ROD The contract currently 
calls for an Intenm Final ROD It is assumed that the RIDD wdl replace the IROD as a contract requirement 

Schedule* 

9 What is the appropriate water standard? 
9 What is  the water quality strategy? For example 

4 Will ponds be retained? 
J Will dams be used as part of final Site Configuration etc 3 

9 How and where should on site water quality be measured? 
9 What is  the groundwater remediahon strategy? 
9 Can No Further Achon Sites prewously accepted by the regulators be closed? If not what addihonal remedial 

achons are required? 

DRAFT 
Rev 0 10/10/00 
*The t m t bl frect the ch d lefo de elop g t h  te m d  o docume ts d RFCA Allofthes d sionsa e evewabl atth 
f IR d o f D  



Site Water Balance Studv 

Informal Start Drafting 
Process Document 

11/00 10/00 

The scope of the site wide water balance activity is to develop a hydrologic design basis for WETS closure activities The 
objectives of the project are to 
1 
2 
3 

4 

5 

Evaluate how the site wide water hydrology is likely to change from the present to final Site configuration at closure 
Assist in predicting surface water impacts from groundwater for present and final Site configuration 
Provide hydrologic profiles to support decisions for final Industnal Area configuration to protect surface water quality 
standards 
Assist in determining the final configuration of the Walnut Creek and Woman Creek drainages to protect surface water 
quality standards and address ecological concerns and 
Provide information for the RFCA Integrating Decision Document the Comprehensive Risk Assessment and the Final 
CADROD 

Compl te 
Begn Formal End Final 
Comment Comment Document 
Penod Penod 

4/02 6/02 6/03 NA 

Schedule* 

Info mal 
Process Document Comment 

Key questionsnssues to be resolved 

>What mll the water flux (hydrologic regime and charactenstics) be at Site Closure9 
>What is the impact ehminatmg the importaaon of water for Site use9 

Land Confipuration Studv 

The Land Configuration Design Basis will provide the engineenng information required to design the final land configuration 
of RFETS following completion of all remedial actions The final land configuration will be engineered to protect public 
health and the environment consistent with fbture land use The design basis incorporates all appropnate physical chemical 
and biological information including site wide water balance soil erosion and sediment transport modeling and actinide 
migration The design basis includes a conceptual final land configuration that addresses the Industnal Area the inner Buffer 
Zone and the Woman and Walnut Creek drainages Results will be used in the CR4 and CAD/ROD 

Schedule* 

9 What land configuration wll lead to a naturally funchoning low maintenance enwronmentally protective 

>What are the potenhal impacts of long term erosion9 What can we do to minimize any erosion impacts9 
9 What will the final configurahon of drainages be9 
9 Will dams be part of the final site configurat1on9 
9 Will the ponds be retained as part of final site configuration9 
9 What enhancements should be made to any engmeered controls9 

geomorphic system9 

DRAFT 
Rev 0 10/10/00 
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